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REMARKS 

Applicants have studied the Office Action dated February 23. 2004. No new matter has 
been added, it is submitted that the application, is in condition for allowance. 
Applicants have amended claims 1 - 7, 10. and 14 - 20. By virtue of this amendment, 
claims 1-20 are pending. Reconsideration and further examination of the pending 
claims in view of the above amendments and the following remarks is respectfully 
requested. In the Office Action, the Examiner: 

. Rejected claims 1-3. 10. 14-16. and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Sanu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,145.003). in view of Adar et al. 

(U.S. Patent No. 6.493,702); 
. Rejected claims 4-6. and 17-19 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Sanu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.145.003), in view of Adar et al. (U.S. Patent 

No. 6,493.702), and in further view of Aganovic et al. (U.S. Patent Number 

6,105.042); 

. Rejected claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Sanu et al. 
(U S Patent No. 6.145,003). in view of Adar et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.493.702). in 
further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.1 99,081 ) and in further view of 
Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.638.314); 
. Rejected claims 8-9 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Sanu et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.145,003). in view of Adar et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,493,702), and in further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.199,081); 
. Rejected claim 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sanu et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,145,003), in view of Adar et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,493,702), 
and in further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.638.314); 
. Rejected claims 12 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sanu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,145,003). in view of Adar et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,493,702). in further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.199,314). in 
further view of Hughes et al. (U.S. 5.892,908), and in further view of Aganovic 
(U.S. Patent No. 6.105,042). 
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Ovftrview of the Present Invention 
The present invention provides a web crawling unit, a method, and a computer readable 
medium for assisting in the index of informational content at a given website by use of a 
search engine. One type of search program for indexing informational content at a 
website Is known as a "web crawler." The web crawler creates an index of informational 
content for a given website for subsequent use by a search engine. Simple web pages 
where all the content is from one or two files the indexing by web crawlers is very 
useful. One problem often encountered by web crawlers is where infomiation 
presented in a web page is stored in secondary pages. The use of secondary 
documents such as text, images, and other multimedia, make the management of web 
page content much easier because each component of a web page Is broken down into 
pieces. Web crawlers do not load these secondary documents when indexing web 
page content and this informational content is not properly Indexed for a search engine. 

Another problem encountered with using web crawlers to index informational content, is 
where the web page is dynamically assembled. Dynamically assembled information is 
information presented on a single web page from more than one location. The 
dynamically assembled web content is not available from one location and must be 
gathered from several different storage locations before being presented as a single 
webpage to the user. This is especially tnje in website where part of the informational 
content is retrieved from a database. The contents of the database must be gathered 
and assembled into a webpage format. Further, the use of client side scripts such as 
JavaScript and VBScript, do not make all the information available until the script is 
executed on the client side. Since web crawlers index informational content on server 
sites as opposed to client sites, the information content in client side script is not 
captured. The present invention solves the problem of web crawling dynamic data 
documents by temporarily rendering the information for the dynamic data document in 
memory in the manner the composer of the document intended it to be displayed. In 
this manner, the subsequent crawling indexes all the information on the website in the 
manner in which the creator of the web site intended the site to be viewed. This is in 
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contrast to only discrete pieces of the infornnational content on the web site being 
indexed In the prior art. The present invention solves the problem with images 
containing textual data in part through use of optical character recognition on the 
images themselves to assist with web crawling. 

To overcome the problems of using web crawlers to properly index dynamic websites 
containing secondary documents, with or without client-side scripts and the use of 
images with textual content, the present invention retrieves a weh doaiment at a qiven 
address o r URL. The contents of the web document are Pxtraoted for renderinq an 
int.rm.Hi.t. dvnar^'^^» Y ^-nn^tnicted in-memory webpag P rP pr^sentation of the web 
Hn..,m.nf .t a hub prn.p..mn unit which is formatted as if d is played for viewing on an 
..H-c»r-c wPh browser. Next, secondary documents associated with the web 
Honnm^nt in ord»r rP.ndP.r the spcondary do cuments as part of the in-memory 
»>.h p.n. rP.nr^sentation are loaded. The i n-memory webpgqe representation is 
analyzed pmHurP a text rr^ r f-r thP web paop docment of the textual content? 
therein, tk p ..rnnd^rv do n ^r^.m. indude one or more images with textual content 
pmhAdH^d therein. An optin^i rharacter reoonnltion engine, is used on the images to 
ovfr^rt tpytual c pntpnt fnr adding t ^ fhp tpxttial mao for the wehpage document . 

in order to more particularly point out this feature of a hub processing unit of properly 
indexing a web document at a given address which includes secondary documents 
oc^nri^tPd with ^vPh docume nt m nrdpr to render the secondary documents as part 
thp .n-mpmnrv we ^ p^nP. representation and where the secondar y documents include 
.no nr mor^ imaoec >*^ith tpvt..«l content embedded t herein, the following language has 
been added to the independent claims, i.e., claims 1. 14. and 20 as follows: 

retrieving a web document at an address, and extracting contents 
»f thP WPh documen t fnr mnderina an intermediate dynamically 
^^.of n ..fpH in-mpmorv w^h panP representation of the web document at a 
K..K pr^p...inn nnit which formatted as if displayed for viewing on an 
pnd-user's web browser: 
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loading secondary document s associated with the web document in 
. order to render the secondary documents as part of the in-memorv 
webpaqe representation, wherein the secondary documents include one 
or more images with textual content embedded therein : 

analyzing and summarizing the in-memon/ webpaqe representation 
to produce a text map for the web page document of the textual contents 
therein: and 

using optical character recognition on the images to extract textual 
content for adding to the textual map for the webpaqe document . 

No new matter has been added. Support for this amended language in found in the 
application as originally filed and particularly at FIGs. 3-8 and pages 9-13. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. S1 03(a) in view of Sanu and Adar 
As noted above, the Examiner rejected claims 1-3, 10, 14-16, and 20 under 35 US.C, 
§1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Sanu et al, (U.S. Patent No. 6,145,003), in view of 
Adar et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.493,702). Independent claims 1, 14 and 20 have been 
amended to distinguish over Sanu taken alone and/or in view of Adar. Specifically, 
Sanu taken alone and/or in view of Adar is silent on: 

retrieving a web d ocument at an address , and extracting contents 
of the web document for rendering an intenmediate dynamically 
constructed in-memorv webpage representation of the web document at a 
hub processing unit which is formatted as if displayed for viewing on an 
end-user's web browser : 

loading secondary documents associated with the web document in 
order to render the secondary documents as part of the in-memorv 
webpage representation, wherein the secondary documents include one 
or more images with textual content embedded therein : 

analyzing and summarizing the in-memory weboaqe representation 

ARC9-2000-0046-US1 12 09/607,370 
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to produce a text map for the web page document of the textual contents 
therein: and 

Sanu discloses a web crawler and worker thread which examines a set of properties 
and text within the web document. See Sanu at col. 7, lines 27-36. The web crawler, 
as taught by Sanu, is not working on an intermediate dynamically constructed in- 
memory webpaae representation of the web document at a hub processing unit which is 
formatted as if displayed for viewing on an end-user's web browser but rather the 
source of the web page content itself. 

Further. Adar is completely silent on an intermediate dynamically constructed in- 
memory webpage representation of the web document at a hub processing unit which is 
formatted as if displayed for viewing on an end-user's web browser . Accordingly, 
independent claims 1, 14, and 20 of the present invention, as amended, distinguish over 
both the Sanu and Adar references for at least this reason. 

The Examiner goes on to combine Sanu with Adar/ The Examiner recites 35 U.S.C. 
§103. The Statute expressly requires that obviousness or non-obviousness be 
determined for the claimed subject matter "as a whole," and the key to proper 
determination of the differences between the prior art and the present invention is giving 
full recognition to the invention "as a whole." The Sanu reference taken alone or in view 
of Adar simply does not suggest, teach or disclose the patentably distinct limitation of: 

an intermediate dynamically constructed in-memory webpaae 
representation of the web document at a hub processing unit which is formatted 
as if displayed for viewing on an end-user's web browser . 



^ Applicants make no statement whether such combination is even proper 
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Continuing further, wtien there is no suggestion or teaching in the prior art for a hub 
processing unit for "extracting contents of the web document for rendering an 
intermediate dynamically constructed in -memon/ wehoaae representation of the web 
document at a hub processing unit which is format ted as if displayed for viewing on an 
end-user's web browser " the suggestion can come from the Applicant's own 
specification. The Federal Circuit has repeatedly warned against using the Applicant's 
disclosure as a blueprint to reconstruct the claimed inyention out of isolated teachings of 
the prior art. See MPEP §2143 and Grain Processing Corp. y. American Maize- 
Products. 840 F.2d 902, 907, 5 USPQ2d 1788 1792 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Fitch, 
972 F.2d 160, 12 USPQ2d 1780, 1783-84 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

For the foregoing reasons, independent claims 1,14, and 20 as amended distinguish 
over Sanu taken alone or in view of Adar. Claims 2-3, 10, and 15-16 depend from 
claims 1 and 14 respectively. Since dependent claims contain all the limitations of the 
independent claims, claims 2-3, 10, and 15-16 distinguish over Sanu taken alone and/or 
in view of Adar, as well, and the Examiner's rejection should be withdrawn, which 
withdrawal is respectfully reguested. 



Reiflction under 35 U.S.C. S103fa) in view of Sanu . Adar and Aoanovic 
As noted above, the Examiner rejected claims 4-6, and 17-19 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Sanu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,145,003), In view of Adar et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,493,702), and in further view of Aganovic et al. (U.S. Patent 
Number 6,105,042). Independent claims 1. 14 and 20 have been amended to 
distinguish over Sanu taken alone and/or in view of Adar and/or Aganovic. As the 
Examiner correctly states on page 6 of the Office Action, Sanu and Adar are silent on 
optical character recognition and goes on to combine Sanu, Adar and Aganovic.^ 
Careful reading of the optical character recognition as taught by Aganovic is for 



^ Applicants make no statement whether such combination is even proper. 
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document input during document storage. See Aganovic at col. 7, lines 1-5. In 
contrast, the optical recognition as recited in independent claims 1, 14 and 20 Is for 
usino oDtical character recognition on the images to extract textual content for adding to 
the textual map for the webpage document wherein the " contents of the web document" 
is rendered as " an intermediate dynamically constructed in-memorv webpage 
representation of the web document at a hub processing unit which is formatted as tf 
displayed for viewing on an end-user's web browser " and "loading secondary 
documents associated with the web document In order to render the secondan/ 
documents as part of the in-memorv webpage representation, wherein the secondary 
documents include one or more images with textual content embedded therein. " 
Alternatively, the present invention uses optical scanning on "an intermediate 
dynamically constructed in-memorv webpage representation of the web document " to 
" extract textual content " embedded in images from the stored we b oaoe output. 
Accordingly, independent claims 1, 14, and 20 distinguish over Sanu and/or in view of 
Adar and/or in view of Aganovic for at least this reason as well. 

Moreover, the Federal Circuit has consistently held that when a §103 rejection is based 
upon a modification of a reference that destroys the intent, purpose or function of the 
invention disclosed in the reference, such a proposed modification is not proper and the 
prima facie case of obviousness can not be properly made. See In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 
900. 221 USPQ 1125 (Fed. CIr. 1984). Here the intent, purpose and function of 
Aganovic is to use optical character recognition as a document input for storage into a 
database. In contrast, the intent and purpose of the present invention is to use " optical 
character recognition on the images to extract textual content fo r adding to the textual 
map for the webpaoe document." The present invention is directed to document output 
after retrieving the web document from an address and not for storage of the web page 
contents. Further, the optical character recognition is performed on "an intermediate 
dynamically constructed in-memorv webpage representation of the web d ocument at a 
hub processing unit which is formatted as if displayed for viewing on an end-user's web 
browser ." This combination, as suggested by the Examiner, destroys the intent and 
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purpose of Aganovic's use of optical character recognition on documents for storage. 
Accordingly, independent claims 1, 14, and 20 of the present Invention are 
distinguishable over Sanu and/or in view of Adar and/or in view of Aganovic for at least 
this reason as well. 

For the foregoing reasons, independent claims 1, 14. and 20 as amended distinguish 
over Sanu taken alone or in view of Adar and/or in view of Aganovic. Claims 4-6, and 
17-19 depend from claims 1 and 14 respectively. Since dependent claims contain all 
the limitations of the independent claims, claims 4-6, and 17-19 distinguish over Sanu 
taken alone and/or In view of Adar and/or in view of Aganovic as well, and the 
Examiner's rejection should be withdrawn, which withdrawal Is respectfully requested. 



Rejection unfler 35 U.S.C- S1Q3fa) in viftw of Sanu. Ariar with Meverzon and Meyerzon 
As noted above, the Examiner rejected claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sanu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.145.003). in view of Adar et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,493.702), in further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,199,081) 
and In further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,638,314). Independent claims 
1 14 and 20 have been amended to distinguish over Sanu taken alone and/or in view of 
Adar and/or Meyerzon ('081 ) and Meyerzon ('314). As the Examiner correctly states on 
page 9 of the Office Action, Sanu and Adar are silent on scheduling a URL for crawling 
and goes on to combine Sanu and Adar with Meyerzon ('081 ) and Meyerzon ('314).=* 

For the reasons set forth In the section entitled " Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) in 
view of Sanu and Adar " above, independent claim 1 distinguishes over Sanu taken 
alone and/or in view of Adar. Specifically. Sanu and Adar are both silent on: 

an intermediate dynamically constmcted in-memorv — webpaqe 
re presentation of the web document at a hub orocessinq unit which is 



^ Applicants make no statement whether such combination Is even proper. 
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f^r-^^H^H PC if riis plaved f o r x»^winn on an Pnf1-( ■ser's web browser 

,n a similar manner. Meyerzon ('081) and Meyerzon ('314) disclose a web crawler and 
worker thread which examines a set of properties and text within the web document, 
see Meyerzon ('081) at col. 9 lines 60 through col. 10, lines 27 and Meyerzon ('314) at 
col 9 line 28 through col. 10. lines 12. The web crawler, as taught by Meyerzon. is not 
working on ^» ■n^.r^.pHi.t. dyna mica l ly constru cted in-mPmnn^ wehp ag e representation 
>h» ^.h Hocum p n. of . huh processinn unit which Is formatted as if displayed for 
„;..,-.n ^ on .n Pnd-u«^r'« weh browser but rather the source of the web page content 
itself. Accordingly, independent claims 1. 14. and 20 of the present invention as 
amended distinguish over Sanu and/or Adar and/or in further view of for Meyerzon 
(-081) and Meyerzon (*314) for at least this reason. 

For the foregoing reasons, independent claims 1. 14. and 20 as amended distinguish 
over Sanu and/or Adar and/or in further view of for Meyerzon ('081) and Meyerzon 
(•314) Claim 7 depends from claim 1. Since dependent claims contain all the 
limitations of the independent claims, claim 7 distinguishes over Sanu and/or Adar 
and/or in further view of for Meyerzon ('081) and Meyerzon ('314) as well, and the 
Examiner's rejection should be withdrawn, which withdrawal is respectfully requested. 



p o jAr.tinn under 3^^ « C. 61Q3^a ) m vi«w of Sanu. Ad^^r with Meyerzon ('081 ) 
As noted above, the Examiner rejected claims 8-9 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sanu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,145,003). in view of Adar et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6.493,702). in further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.199,081). 
Independent claims 1. 14 and 20 have been amended to distinguish over Sanu taken 
alone and/or in view of Adar and/or Meyerzon ('081). 

For the reasons set forth in the section entitled " RRjection under 35 U.S.C. ^1 03(a) in 
wiow. nf S;.nu. A^^r with Meverzo n and Meverzon" above, independent claim 1 



ARC9-2000-0046-US1 



17 



09/607,370 



PACE 2IM24 



..o».r« Bpy« ,„.DNI8-872930tt '0810:561 989 9812' DURATION (inm-ss):09.22 
.RCVDAT6«3«0<«5:«:30PMlEas,emDay..gMT.me,.8VR:O8PTO.EFXRF.1« DN.8.8729 



06/23/2004 17:57 561-989-9812 



FUEIT KAIN ET AL. 



PAGE 21/24 



distinguishes over Sanu and/or in view of Adar, and/or in ft^rther V«« of Meyarzon 
('081). 

For the foregoing reasons, independent claim 1 as amended distinguishes over Sanu 
and/or in view of Adar, and/or In further view of Meye.zon (081). Claims 8-9 depend 
from Claim 1. Since dependent claims contain all the limitations of the Independent 
claims, claims 8-9 dis^nguish over Sanu and/or Adar and/or In further view of for 
Meyerzon (TOD as well, and the Examinees rejection should be withdrawn. whK:h 
Withdrawal is respectfully requested. 

P^.^^=.» ..nHor iJ.S.C. Vn^f^-> •■" ^'^^^ of ^-^nn ArtRP with Meyerzon ('314) 
AS noted above, the Examiner rejected claim 11 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sanu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.145.003). in view of Adar et al. (ITS. 
Patent No. 6.493.702). and in further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6.638.314). independent claims 1. 14 and 20 have been amended to distinguish over 
Sanu taken alone and/or in view of Adar and/or Meyerzon ('314). 

For the reasons set forth in the section entitled -ppj ertion under 35 U.S.G. §103(a) in 
AH.r with ^/le^rPr7r.n and Meyerzon" above, independent claim 1 
distinguishes over Sanu and/or in view of Adar. and/or in further view of Meyerzon 
('314). 

For the foregoing reasons, independent daim 1 as amended distinguishes over Sanu 
and/or in view of Adar. and/or in further view of Meyerzon ('314). Claim 1 1 depend from 
daim 1 Since dependent daims contain all the limitations of the independent claims, 
daim 11 distinguishes over Sanu and/or Adar and/or in further view of for Meyerzon 
(•314) as well, and the Examiner's rejection should be withdrawn, which withdrawal .s 
respectfully requested. 
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Rejection under 35 U,S.C. S1 03(a) in view of 
Sanu, Adar. Meverzon ('314), Hughs and Aqanovic 
As noted above, the Examiner rejected claims 12 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sanu et aL (U.S. Patent No. 6,145.003), in view of Adar et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,493.702), in further view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,199.314), in further view of Hughes et al. (U.S. 5,892.908), and in further view of 
Aganovic (U.S. Patent No. 6.105,042), Independent claims 1, 14 and 20 have been 
amended to distinguish over Sanu taken alone and/or in view of Adar, and/or in further 
view of Meyerzon (*314). and/or in further view of Hughes and/or in further view of 
Aganovic. As the Examiner correctly states on page 14 of the Office Action, Sanu, 
Adar, Meyerzon ('314), and Aganovic are silent on JPEG and TIF images and goes on 
to combine Sanu, Adar, Meyerzon ('314), and Aganovic with Hughes."^ 

For the reasons set forth in the sections entitled " Rerectton under 35 U.S.C. S1Q3(a) in 
view of Sanu. Adar and Aoanovic and " Refection under 35 U.S.C. SI 03(a) in view of 
Sanu. Adar with Meverzon and Meverzon" above, independent claim 1 distinguishes 
over Sanu tal^en alone and/or In view of Adar and/or in view of Aganovic and/or in view 
of Meyerzon ('314). Specifically, Sanu and Adar and Aganovic and Meyerzon are silent 
on: 

an intermediate dvnamicallv constructed in-memorv webpaae 
representation of the web document at a hub processing unit which is 
fomnatted as if displaved for viewing on an end-user's web browser 

and 

optical character recognition on the rmaoes to extract textual content for 
adding to the textual map for the webpage document" 

For the foregoing reasons. Independent claims 1, 14, and 20 as amended distinguish 
over Sanu taken alone and/or in view of Adar, and/or in further view of Meyerzon ('314), 



^ Applicants make no statement whether such combination is even proper. 
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and/or in further view of Hughes and/or in further view of Aganovic. Claims 12 - 13 
depend from claim 1. Since dependent claims contain all the limitations of the 
independent claims, claim 12-13 distinguish over Sanu taken alone and/or in view of 
Adar, and/or in further view of Meyerzon ('314). and/or in further view of Hughes and/or 
in further view of Aganovic as well, and the Examiner's rejection should be withdrawn, 
which withdrawal is respectfully requested. 



CONCLUSIONS 

The remaining cited references have been reviewed and are not believed to effect the 
patentability of the claims as previously amended. 

In light of the Office Action, Applicants believe these amendments serve a useful 
clarification purpose, and are desirable for clarification purposes, independent of 
patentability. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the claim amendments do 
not limit the range of any permissible equivalents. 

Applicants acknowledge the continuing duty of candor and good faith to the disclosure 
of information known to be material to the examination of this application. In accordance 
with 37 CFR §§ 1.56, all such Information is dutifully made of record. The foreseeable 
equivalents of any territory surrendered by amendment is limited to the temtory taught 
by the Information of record. No other territory afforded by the doctrine of equivalents is 
knowingly surrendered and everything else is unforeseeable at the time of this 
amendment by the Applicants and their attomeys. 

Applicants respectfully submit that all of the grounds for rejection stated in the 
Examiner's Office Action have been overcome, and that all claims in the application are 
allowable. No new matter has been added. It Is believed that the application is now in 
condition for allowance, which allowance is respectfully requested. 
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PLEASE, if for any reason the Examiner finds the application other than in condition for 
allowance, the Examiner is invited to call either of the undersigned attorneys at (561) 
989-9811 should the Examiner believe a telephone interview would advance the 
prosecution of the application . 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: June 23, 2004 




'Jon ffiibbons 
. Jfstration No. 37.333 
Attorney for Applicants 



FLEIT, KAIN, GIBBONS, 

GUTMAN. BONGINI & BIANCO P.L. 

One Boca Commerce Center, Suite 111 

551 Northwest 77th Street 

Boca Raton, FL 33487 

Tel. (561)989-9811 

Fax (561)989-9812 



Please Direct All Future Correspondence to Customer Number 23334 
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